The relationship between work commitment models and employee withdrawal intentions by Carmeli, Abraham & Gefen, David
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Bennett S. LeBow College of Business 
    
      
 
Drexel E-Repository and Archive (iDEA) 
http://idea.library.drexel.edu/   
 
 
Drexel University Libraries 
www.library.drexel.edu
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The following item is made available as a courtesy to scholars by the author(s) and Drexel University Library and may 
contain materials and content, including computer code and tags, artwork, text, graphics, images, and illustrations 
(Material) which may be protected by copyright law. Unless otherwise noted, the Material is made available for non 
profit and educational purposes, such as research, teaching and private study. For these limited purposes, you may 
reproduce (print, download or make copies) the Material without prior permission. All copies must include any 
copyright notice originally included with the Material. You must seek permission from the authors or copyright 
owners for all uses that are not allowed by fair use and other provisions of the U.S. Copyright Law. The 
responsibility for making an independent legal assessment and securing any necessary permission rests with persons 
desiring to reproduce or use the Material. 
 
 
Please direct questions to archives@drexel.edu
 
The Relationship between Work Commitment Models and Employee 
Withdrawal Intentions 
 
Abraham Carmeli, Ph.D. a, b, c 
 
 
Graduate School of Business Administration 
Department of Political Science 
Bar-Ilan University 
Ramat Gan 52900, ISRAEL 
Tel: +972-3-5318917 
Fax: 972-3-5353182 
carmelia@mail.biu.ac.il  
  
 
and 
David Gefen, Ph.D.b 
 
Department of Management 
LeBow College of Business 
Drexel University 
101 N. 33rd Street-Academic Building 
Philadelphia, PA 19104 
Tel: 1-215-895-2148 
Fax: 1-215-895-2891 
gefend@drexel.edu 
 
Key Words: Work Commitment, Withdrawal Intentions, Healthcare Systems. 
Acknowledgements: 
a The research was funded, in part, by a grant provided by the Dean of the Faculty of Social Welfare 
and Health Studies, University of Haifa to the first author. The support of Ruth Katz is greatly 
acknowledged. 
 
b The authors wish to thank John M. Schaubroeck, the editor and three anonymous reviewers of this 
journal for their helpful comments on earlier drafts of this paper. 
 
c Corresponding author. 
 
 1
Biographical Note 
Abraham Carmeli  
Abraham Carmeli received his Ph.D. from the University of Haifa. He was a visiting assistant 
professor in the Department of Management at LeBow College of Business at Drexel University and a 
visiting researcher in the Department of Industrial Economics and Strategy at Copenhagen Business 
School. He is now a faculty member in the Graduate School of Business Administration and the 
Department of Political Science (joint appointment) at Bar-Ilan University. His current research 
interests include complementarities of intangible resources, managerial skills, top management teams, 
organizational prestige and image and individual behaviors. His research has appeared in such 
journals as Managerial and Decision Economics, Organization Studies, Public Administration, and 
Strategic Management Journal, among others. 
David Gefen 
David Gefen is Associate Professor of MIS at Drexel University, Philadelphia USA, where he teaches 
Strategic Management of IT, Database Analysis and Design, and VB.NET. He received his Ph.D. in 
CIS from Georgia State University and a Master of Sciences in MIS from Tel-Aviv University. His 
research focuses on psychological and rational processes involved in ERP, CMC, and e-commerce 
implementation management. David’s wide interests in IT adoption stem from his 12 years of 
experience in developing and managing large information systems. David is a Senior Editor for The 
DATA BASE for Advances in Information Systems. His research findings have been published in MIS 
Quarterly, Information Systems Research, Journal of Management Information Systems, Journal of 
Strategic Information Systems, IEEE Transactions on Engineering Management, Electronic Markets, 
The DATA BASE for Advances in Information Systems, Omega: The International Journal of 
Management Science, Journal AIS, Communications of the AIS, and Journal of End User Computing, 
among others. David is also first author of the textbook “Advanced VB.NET: Programming Web and 
Desktop Applications in ADO.NET and ASP.NET.” 
 
 2
The Relationship between Work Commitment Models and Employee 
Withdrawal Intentions 
 
ABSTRACT 
This study is an attempt to contribute to an emerging stream of research (e.g., Cohen, 1999, 
2000), which attempts to explore how work commitment forms affect one another and how 
together they serve to influence work behaviour and outcomes. Drawing on Morrow’s (1993) 
five universal forms of work commitment, we tested the relationships between two work 
commitment models, namely Morrow (1993) and Randall and Cote (1991), and two forms of 
employee withdrawal intentions: from their organisation and from their occupation. To this 
end, we investigated professional employees (social workers) employed in the Israeli 
healthcare system through a structured questionnaire. Path analysis results cast doubt on the 
applicability of both models in their original form, across scenarios. At the same time, with 
some modifications, both models show a good potential for explaining variance in employee 
withdrawal intentions from both their organisation and their occupation. This research 
contributes to work commitment literature by (1) providing empirical findings and theoretical 
interpretations regarding the role of a particular professional setting in explaining the 
interrelationships among models of work commitment, and (2) how some constellations of 
different work commitment foci explain multiple withdrawal intentions.     
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INTRODUCTION 
 Work commitment and withdrawal intentions have received considerable research 
attention. The research has dealt extensively with organisational commitment as a 
determinant of organisational effectiveness (Angle & Perry, 1981) and of work outcomes, 
showing that organisational commitment explains turnover intentions (Tett & Meyer, 1993), 
absenteeism (Sagie, 1998), actual turnover (Cohen, 1993a), organisational citizenship 
behaviour (OCB) (Organ & Ryan, 1995; Schappe, 1998), and job performance (Brett, Cron, 
& Slocum, 1995; Meyer, Paunonen, Gellatly, Goffin, & Jackson, 1989). Organisational 
commitment has been, perhaps, the most investigated form of work commitment. However, 
researchers maintain that employees develop more than one type of work commitment 
(Becker, 1960). The types of work commitment correspond with the potential benefits they 
seek to earn (Ritzer & Trice, 1969).  
Work commitment, according to Morrow (1983, 1993) and others (e.g., Baruch & 
Winkelmann-Gleed, 2002; Becker, 1992; Blau & Boal, 1989; Cohen, 1999, 2000, 2004; 
Hackett, Lapierre, & Hausdorf, 2001; Randall & Cote, 1991) consists of a set of different, yet 
interrelated, commitment constructs. It would seem that a multiple commitment approach is 
more precise and meaningful (Reicher, 1985), because (1) employees develop different forms 
of work commitment; (2) these distinct forms may affect work outcomes differently; and (3) 
because of the contribution of work commitment models towards understanding employee 
work outcomes. Research has indeed started examining the relationships between models of 
work commitment and work outcomes (e.g., Carmeli & Freund, 2004; Cohen, 2000; Hackett, 
Lapierre, & Hausdorf, 2001; Iles, Forster, & Tinline, 1996). Despite this progress, further 
research should be conducted to better understand issues such as the weak correlation 
between organisational commitment and job performance (for an exception, see Wright & 
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Bonett, 2002) and the interrelationships among commitment foci (Randall & Cote, 1991). 
This study takes an initial step in that direction.   
Attention has also been given to employee withdrawal and turnover intentions and 
behaviours such as absenteeism and actual turnover (e.g., Baysinger & Mobley, 1983; 
Brayfield & Crockett, 1955; Cotton and Tuttle, 1986; Dalton and Todor, 1993; Griffeth, 
Hom, & Gaertner, 2000; Mobley, 1982a, b; Mobley, Griffeth, Hand, & Meglino, 1979; 
Mowday, Porter, and Steers, 1982; Porter and Steers, 1973; Vroom, 1964). Although 
researchers have devoted much effort to the subject of employee withdrawal intentions from 
an organisation, they have also emphasized the need to study other types of employee 
withdrawal intentions (see Blau, 2000; Cohen, 1993b), which could promote a better 
understanding of similarities and differences among types of turnover intentions (Blau, 
2000). Unfortunately, little has been done so far in this direction.  The objective of this study 
is to examine such relationships, tying work commitment constructs (i.e., commitment 
models) together with several types of employee withdrawal intentions.   
The relationship between a constellation of constructs related to work commitment 
and work outcomes is a promising direction that could increase understanding of how a 
“constellation” (e.g., McElroy, Morrow, & Laczniak, 2001: 237; Randall & Cote, 1991: 209) 
of work commitment constructs affects different types of employee withdrawal intentions. 
Meanwhile, the quest for a generalized model of work commitment that could explain 
variance in employees’ behaviours and work outcomes has yet to be demonstrated. This study 
seeks to replicates Cohen’s (2000) study and extends the literature by an understanding of 
how a constellation of work commitment forms affects two forms of withdrawal intentions: 
from the occupation and from the organisation. 
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CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 
 In recent years, research has emphasized the relationships among different constructs 
of work commitment (Carmeli & Freund, 2004; Cohen, 1999; Morrow, 1993; Randall & 
Cote, 1991) and how these combined constructs affect work outcomes (Cohen, 2000; Carson 
et al., 1999; Hackett, Lapierre, & Hausdorf, 2001). Three main approaches have been 
suggested regarding these relationships: (1) an approach that opposes the assumption that 
organisational commitment is a one-dimensional concept (Mueller, Wallace, & Price, 1992) 
and, thus, suggests concentrating on work commitment constructs that are appropriate to as 
many professionals as possible - thereby increasing the generality of the results. (e.g., Becker, 
1992; Becker & Billings, 1993; Cohen, 1999; 2000; Morrow, 1983, 1993); (2) an approach 
that emphasizes the interrelationships among work commitment constructs, for which 
Randall & Cote (1991) note that “by failing to consider the larger web of relationships 
encompassing the various work commitment constructs, researchers may incorrectly identify 
the strength and the direction of the relationship between these constructs” (p. 194); and (3) 
an approach that looks at the relationships among commitment constructs on the one hand 
and work behaviours and outcomes on the other hand without theoretically establishing their 
relationships (see Cohen, 2000; Mueller, Wallace, & Price, 1992). One way to address the 
topics created by these approaches is through a multivariate analysis of work commitment 
constructs as they predict work outcomes (see Randall & Cote, 1991). The discussion below 
develops these three approaches as they relate to the current study, in which the relationship 
between two commitment models and two types of withdrawal intentions is examined. 
Universal Constructs of Work Commitment 
 One of the problems identified by Morrow (1983) is that the increasing interest in 
work commitment has resulted in a concept redundancy. Morrow indicated that about 25 
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commitment-related definitions and scales have been created. Furthermore, many of these 
definitions and measures were created without careful reliance on existing scales and 
definitions. Because of this, Morrow (1983, 1993) suggested directing research efforts 
towards establishing the empirical validity of work commitment constructs. Accordingly, 
Morrow (1993) argued that a better validated and generalized work commitment definition 
could be accomplished by concentrating on five fundamental constructs that she labelled the 
universal forms of work commitment. The term “universal” is meant to “identify forms of 
work commitment relevant to as many employees as possible” (Morrow, 1993, p. 160). The 
five universal constructs of work commitment were Protestant Work Ethic (work ethic 
endorsement), career commitment, organisational commitment (continuance and affective), 
and job involvement. These forms are somewhat an alteration of the five forms (Protestant 
Work Ethic, career salience, job involvement, organisational commitment, and union 
commitment) suggested by Morrow in 1983. 
Protestant Work Ethic (PWE) is the extent to which one believes that hard work is 
important and that leisure time and excess money are detrimental (Blood, 1969; Mirels & 
Garrett, 1971; Morrow, 1993). PWE is considered a “relatively fixed attribute over the life 
course” (Morrow, 1983, p. 495). Career commitment is defined as “one’s attitude toward 
one’s profession or vocation” (Blau, 1985, p. 20). Career commitment does not appear to be a 
particularly manipulated (changeable) attitude (Morrow, 1983). Continuance commitment is 
defined as “the extent to which employees feel committed to their organisations by virtue of 
the costs that they feel are associated with leaving” (Meyer & Allen, 1984, p. 375). In 
accordance with previous studies, organisational commitment is composed of two 
commitments, namely affective and continuance. Affective commitment is “positive feelings 
of identification with, attachment to, and involvement in, the work organisation” (Meyer & 
Allen, 1984, p. 375). Employees with strong affective commitment remain because they want 
 8
to. Employees with strong continuance commitment remain because they need to (Allen & 
Meyer, 1990). Organisational commitment may fluctuate over an employees’ lifetime 
(Morrow, 1983, p. 495). Job involvement is “a belief descriptive of the present job and tends 
to be a function of how much the job can satisfy one’s present needs” Kanungo (1982, p. 
342). It appears to demonstrate a moderate level of stability (Morrow, 1983, p. 495). PWE 
and career commitment are also relatively stable; organisational commitment can be subject 
to manipulation; and job involvement is moderately changeable (Morrow, 1983). As 
discussed next, the content can determine how the five are interrelated. 
Interrelationships among Commitment Constructs 
 Employees may simultaneously experience varying degrees of work commitment 
toward different aspects of a work setting. Thus, the interrelationships among various work 
commitment constructs should be considered when assessing the strength and direction of the 
relationship between these constructs (Randall and Cote, 1991). Yet, “little research has tried 
to explore the relationships among the forms of work commitment” (Cohen 1999: 288). 
Nonetheless, two cornerstone studies did explore the interrelationships among these work 
commitment constructs, namely those of Morrow (1993) and Randall and Cote (1991). A 
third model was later proposed by Cohen (1999, 2000), who examined these earlier models 
empirically and then suggested a revised model. The Randall and Cote (1991) model was also 
examined by Carmeli and Freund (2004) and by Hackett, Lapierre, and Hausdorf (2001).  
Morrow’s Model  
 Morrow (1993) identified five universal forms of work commitment: PWE, career 
commitment, job involvement, affective organisational commitment, and continuance 
organisational commitment. Randall and Cote’s (1991) model examined somewhat different 
constructs of work commitment: PWE, work group attachment, organisational commitment 
 9
(affective commitment), career salience, and job involvement. Four of these constructs 
(PWE, career salience, affective organisational commitment, and job involvement) 
correspond to four of the universal constructs of work commitment (PWE, job involvement, 
career commitment, and affective organisational commitment) that were suggested by 
Morrow (1993). In addition, Randall and Cote (1991) used only one aspect of organisational 
commitment, namely affective organisational commitment.  As explained above, it may be 
more appropriate to view organisational commitment as consisting of two dimensions (i.e., 
affective commitment and continuance commitment). Incorporating the form of continuance 
commitment to the Randall and Cote’s model may therefore reveal additional implications.  
(The present study does not examine the other construct that appeared in the original model 
of Randall and Cote, work group attachment, because it is not included in the new 
articulation map of universal work commitment constructs suggested by Morrow (1993). 
Despite the differences between the two models, Cohen (1999) claimed that the Randall and 
Cote model is generally composed of the five universal forms of work commitment proposed 
by Morrow (1993). In addition, there have recently been reconsiderations regarding the 
inclusion of continuance commitment as one of the universal forms of work commitment. 
Conceptually, continuance commitment is an important form noting that employees remain in 
their work setting (e.g., organization, group, occupation) because they have low alternatives 
or willing not to make a high sacrifice. This form of commitment is even more critical in time 
of recession in which employees often find themselves locked up in a particular work setting. 
Our study has conducted during difficulties in the economy which entailed significant 
cutback efforts. Accordingly, the present study examined only those constructs that appear in 
the new articulation map of universal work commitment constructs suggested by Morrow 
(1993). Doing so is also in agreement with Cohen (1999: 293), given that these models 
“present the best alternatives to be tested and compared”.  
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Morrow’s circles-based model of work commitment contains the five distinguishable 
commitment constructs (see also: Hackett, Lapierre, & Hausdorf, 2001) and represents 
different aspects of attachment.  These are arranged along a continuum from a relatively fixed 
attribute to one that can be manipulated. In Morrow’s model, the inner circles represent the 
relatively fixed attributes and the outer circles the more changeable and manipulative 
attributes. PWE is in the inner circle because it is a relatively fixed attribute throughout the 
employee’s lifetime, while job involvement is in the outer of the circle as it is subjected to 
change through actions such as job design. Morrow (1993) suggested that the inner circles 
affect the outer circles, but with a decreasing magnitude of effect the further the outer circle 
is from the centre. For example, PWE should affect both career commitment and continuance 
organisational commitment; however, it is more likely to have a greater effect on career 
commitment than on continuance commitment. According to Morrow’s model, shown in both 
Appendix A1 (as originally presented) and Figure 1a, PWE is related to both career 
commitment and to continuance commitment; while career commitment is related to both 
continuance commitment and to affective commitment.  The latter are, in turn, positively 
related to job involvement, and together mediate the relationships between PWE, career 
commitment, and job involvement.  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Insert Figure 1a about here  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 There are several possible processes implied by the relationship between PWE and 
career commitment. First, an employee with a high degree of PWE may consider hard work 
to be intrinsically meaningful (Morrow, 1983). Second, an employee’s perception of the 
extent to which work is important in his/her life is reflected by the concept of career 
commitment (see Greenhaus, 1971). Third, employees prefer careers that fit well with their 
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personality because of their preference to be in the company of similar others (Hogg & Terry, 
2000; Tsui, Egan, & O’Reilly III, 1992), and an employee with high work ethic is likely to 
choose a vocation characterized by strong work values (Furnham, 1990). For these reasons, 
employees with a high degree of work ethic are likely to be more committed to their career. 
According to Morrow, PWE is also associated with continuance commitment: employees 
with high degrees of work value will try to remain within a certain work setting as long as 
they do not have other viable alternatives, and are generally more willing to make sacrifices 
for the good of their work. This is especially the case with highly specialized employees, who 
may have a rather limited range of alternative opportunities. Specialized employees with a 
high work ethic would develop continuance commitment because they wish to maintain the 
meaningful level of work in their life given the limited alternative opportunities they may 
face (Cohen, 1999; Witt, 1993).  
 Morrow also suggested that career commitment leads to organisational commitment. 
Greenhaus (1971) argued that career salience is a significant factor in life in general and that 
it is because of this overall motivational effect that it encourages employees to seek 
fulfilment through a career that suits their competencies. A third position sees an inherent 
conflict between these constructs, arguing for an existence of a zero-sum game (Gunz & 
Gunz, 1994, p. 802), claiming that career commitment and organisational commitment may 
be negatively correlated.  Only a few studies support the latter prediction (Meyer & Allen, 
1997, p. 99), while a meta-analysis reports a positive relationship between these two work 
commitment constructs (Wallace 1993). The latter may be the result of a self-selection 
process. Since career commitment deals with employee job perceptions (Blau, 1985), it may 
be that some employees develop a continuance and/or affective commitment to their 
organisation because their job has the potential to offer them professional development 
(McGee & Ford, 1987; Meyer, Allen, & Gellaty, 1990). Clearly, an enriching job that gives 
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employees the potential to develop their careers should result in higher degrees of 
organisational commitment than a job in which employees have fewer developmental 
opportunities.  
 Job involvement is in the outermost circle of Morrow’s model. According to Morrow, 
job involvement is affected by both affective and continuance commitments. Morrow 
assumes that the involvement of an employee in his/her job is mainly affected by situational 
conditions. According to Rabinowitz and Hall (1977), this approach is rooted in the human 
relations movement as well as in motivation theory that regards organisational policies (e.g., 
rewards) as the main antecedents of employee behaviour (e.g., Argyris, 1964; McGregor, 
1960; Vroom, 1964). Employees that develop affective commitment are attached to their 
organisation because of identification with its values, goals and practices. A high degree of 
identification is created through the linkage between employees and their work settings (for 
an in-depth discussion see Rabinowitz & Hall, 1977), and is likely to generate a higher 
degree of job involvement (see Reichers, 1986). As explained earlier, continuance-based 
commitment means that employees are attached to their organisation because they feel they 
need to be attached. Therefore, employees who develop high degrees of continuance 
commitment may develop higher degrees of involvement in their jobs. This would happen 
either because they do not have attractive alternatives and/or because they are not willing to 
make the sacrifice needed based on a cost benefit assessment.  
Randall and Cote’s Model 
Randall & Cote’s (1991) model is shown in both Appendix A1 (as originally presented) and 
Figure 1b. The model suggests that the relationships between PWE and continuance 
organisational commitment, affective organisational commitment, and career commitment are 
mediated by job involvement. The “pivotal” role that Randall and Cote attributed to job 
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involvement implies a substantial difference from its role in Morrow’s model. The two 
approaches are reconcilable. Morrow holds that job involvement is mainly a function of 
situational conditions whereas Randall and Cote hold that job involvement is mainly a 
product of individual characteristics. The next section explains Randall and Cote’s approach. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Insert Figure 1b about here  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 Researchers have long considered that job involvement is affected by PWE: 
employees with a high degree of PWE consider work to be a virtue, an end in its own right. It 
has also been suggested that job involvement is a relatively stable (i.e., one that cannot be 
manipulated) personal characteristic (see Hall & Mansfield, 1971). Employees with a high 
degree of job-involvement perceive work as a very important aspect of their lives (Dubin, 
1956; Rabinowitz & Hall, 1977). According to this logic, job involvement should be 
determined also by the value employees assign to work (Kanungo, 1979); employees with a 
strong work ethic should devote a significantly larger amount of time and involvement to 
their job (Lodhal, 1964; Lodhal & Kejner, 1965).  
Randall and Cote (1991) also suggested that job involvement should influence the 
other three forms of work commitment: affective organisational commitment, continuance 
organisational commitment, and career commitment. Drawing on the work of Mowday, 
Porter and Steers (1982), in which they explained that employees first become familiar with 
and involved in a particular job, and only later, once their needs are fulfilled, develop feelings 
of commitment to the organisation, Brown (1996) suggested that work behaviour and 
outcomes are consequences of job involvement. Brown (1996) concluded that “organisational 
commitment is more often likely to evolve from a state of job involvement” (p. 239). A 
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similar process may also occur with job involvement affecting career commitment as part of 
the effect of work experience on work-related attitudes (Witt, 1993). 
Relationship between Work Commitment Constructs and Withdrawal Intentions 
 Researchers acknowledge the importance of investigating the relationships among a 
combination of work commitment constructs and work outcomes. Work commitment 
constructs should be studied as a set, rather than individually (Wiener & Vardi, 1980). 
Randall and Cote (1991) eloquently expressed this when they said that “empirical research 
reveals an often disappointing correlation between work commitment constructs and 
dependent variables, such as performance, absenteeism, and tardiness … (and therefore)…a 
multivariate approach to work commitment research will advance understanding of how 
various pieces of the commitment puzzle fit together and how constellations of work 
commitment constructs influence outcome variables” (p. 209, parenthesis was added).  
 In this study, the relationships between commitment models and withdrawal 
intentions from the organisation and occupation were examined. We refer to withdrawal 
intentions as the thought of quitting, the intention to search for another job elsewhere, and the 
intention to quit as assessed in the turnover model of Mobley, Horner and Hollingsworth 
(1978), as well as in the reassessment of that model by Miller, Katerberg, and Hulin (1979). 
However, it does not refer to actually quitting the organisation as in Mobley, Horner, and 
Hollingsworth’s (1978) original model. It is assumed that employees with a high degree of 
withdrawal intentions from an organisation will subjectively assess that they will be leaving 
the organisation in the near future (Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982; Vandenberg & Nelson, 
1999). Withdrawal intention from the occupation is defined as an employee’s subjective 
assessment that they will be leaving their current occupation in the near future. It is more 
likely that withdrawal intention from an occupation will be developed over a longer period of 
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time than withdrawal intentions from an organisation, since it is an easier decision to leave an 
organisation than it is to leave an occupation (Blau, 2000). It should be noted that most 
studies have concentrated on employee withdrawal intentions for an organisation, despite the 
acknowledged importance of examining distinct withdrawal intentions such as leaving an 
organisation and occupation (e.g., Blau, 2000; Blau & Boal, 1989; Cohen, 1993b; Mobley, 
Griffeth, Hand, & Meglino, 1979; Weiner & Vardi, 1980). The working assumption of the 
study is that withdrawal intentions from an organisation might be better predicted by 
organisational commitment, and withdrawal intentions from an occupation would be better 
predicted by career or occupational commitment. This is supported by a study conducted by 
Meyer, Allen, and Smith (1993) with a sample of nurses, where it was reported that 
occupational commitment accounted for the variation in the intention to leave the occupation 
more than organisational commitment did.  
In Morrow’s (1993) model with withdrawal intentions, shown in Figure 1a, job 
involvement was hypothesized to affect both withdrawal intentions from the organisation and 
from the occupation. High involvement in the job would lead employees to develop a high 
degree of involvement in their organisation and career, therefore reducing their withdrawal 
intentions from both organisation and occupation. In Randall and Cote’s (1991) model, on the 
other hand, it was suggested that withdrawal intentions from the organisation should be 
affected by organisational commitment, while withdrawal intention from the occupation 
should be affected by occupational commitment.  
 We postulate that affective commitment will be the key predictor of withdrawal 
intentions from the organisation and that career commitment will be the key predictor of 
withdrawal intention from the occupation. Affective commitment is about the emotional 
attachment of an employee to her/his organisation. Though we presume a negative 
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relationship between affective commitment and withdrawal intention from the occupation, it 
is plausible for an employee to be emotionally attached to an organization because of a high 
person-organization fit even in a situation where there is low person-occupation fit. Thus, we 
could also expect stronger job involvement-withdrawal intention from the organisation 
relationship than job involvement-withdrawal intention from the occupation relationship. At 
the same time, an employee may be fitted well within an occupational context, but may not 
develop affective commitment to the organization she/he works for. Though the 
organizational context may affect her/his overall view of the occupation, her/his commitment 
to the career she/he has chosen would remain at a high level because of the virtue of the 
occupational mission or what the occupation means for her/him. This is particularly relevant 
to occupations which entail a social service mission, such the one we study here—social 
work. In many cases, social workers have chosen to pursue this particular career because of 
the virtue of helping others, the mission associated with this career. Hence, even if a social 
worker does not fit in a hospital she/he works for, we would still expect her/him not to exhibit 
a high level of intention to leave the occupation. Finally, we expect that continuance 
commitment would not be a critical predictor of withdrawal intentions from both the 
occupation and the organization, because of the social service mission associated with the 
occupation of social work in health care setting. 
 
METHOD 
Participants and Procedure 
 The data was collected from a sample of social workers from healthcare institutions in 
Israel. The social workers were employed in many different - mid and small-sized - units at 
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hospitals and medical centres such as outpatient care centres. To obtain better external 
validity and increased generality of results, the study used a sample from a single industry 
(healthcare) yet collected data from many different organisations, in accordance with the 
guidelines of Cook and Campbell (1979). 
Prior approval for conducting this research was granted from the Department of 
Social Work in the Healthcare Division of Israel’s Ministry of Health. A letter encouraging 
participation in the study was provided by the department and attached to the survey. The 
Ministry of Health also provided a list of names and addresses of the social workers’ unit 
heads. The surveys were mailed to the heads of the social work units with a specific request 
to distribute them among their social workers through their personal mailboxes. The exact 
number of surveys sent to each unit was determined through a telephone call to the unit head. 
All the social workers in these healthcare units were targeted. The survey was also 
accompanied by a cover letter from the researchers, which described the study and assured 
the respondents that the data would be confidential. A postage-paid university-addressed 
reply envelope was provided for each respondent, addressed directly to the researchers. Five 
hundred and sixty surveys were mailed.   
The research sample represents the overall social worker population in the Israeli 
healthcare system. Two hundred and twenty eight surveys were returned, approximately a 
40% response rate. The vast majority (97.4 percent) of the respondents were women. The 
average age of the respondents was 41 years (S.D. 9.87), and their average tenures in the 
organisation and the occupation were 8.87 (S.D. 7.88) and 14.08 years, respectively. Most, 
70.9 percent, were part-time, hired employees. Seventy-nine percent of the respondents were 
married. The average income was 1.49 (S.D. 0.59) (1=up to 5,000 New Israeli Shekel (NIS), 
2 = 5,001-10,000, and 3 = 10,000 and above). The mean unit size (number of employees) was 
11.09 (S.D. 10.96).  
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Measures 
Withdrawal intentions. The scales were based on Mobley, Griffeth, Hand, and Meglino 
(1978). Their scale was used to assess withdrawal intention from the organisation. The items 
were: (1) I think a lot about leaving the organisation, (2) I am actively searching for an 
alternative to the organisation, and (3) As soon as it is possible, I will leave the organisation. 
This measure was also used in other studies (e.g., Cohen, 1993, 1999; Michaels and Spector, 
1982; Miller, Katerberg and Hulin, 1979). Replacing the word “organisation” with 
“occupation” served to create the withdrawal intentions from the occupation scale. Responses 
to these items were on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly 
agree. The internal consistency coefficients for withdrawal intentions from the organisation 
and occupation were 0.90 and 0.93, respectively.  Internal consistency is the LISREL 
equivalent of Cronbach’s α reliability coefficient (Bollen, 1989; Gefen et al., 2000). 
Work commitment constructs. Protestant work ethic (PWE) was assessed by the 17-item 
scale developed by Mirels and Garrett (1971). Sample items are: “Most people who do not 
succeed in life are just plain lazy,” and “I feel uneasy when there is little work for me to do.” 
The internal consistency coefficient was 0.78, similar to the 0.76 reliability reported by 
Cohen (1999). Job involvement was measured with the 10-item scale developed by Kanungo 
(1982). Sample items are: “The most important things that happen to me involve my present 
job,” and “Most of my personal life goals are job-oriented.” The internal consistency 
coefficient was 0.85, similar to the 0.86 reliability reported by Hackett, Lapierre and 
Hausdorf (2001) and slightly higher than the 0.78 reliability reported in the meta-analysis 
conducted by Mathieu and Zajac (1990). A dual component conceptualisation of 
organisational commitment was included in this study - continuance commitment and 
affective commitment. The eight-item continuance commitment scale and the eight-item 
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affective commitment scale were adopted from Allen and Meyer (1990). Sample items of 
affective commitment are: “I really feel as if this organisation’s problems are my own,” and 
“I do not feel like ‘part of the family’ at my organisation” (reverse item). Sample items of 
continuance commitment are: “Right now, staying with my organisation is a matter of 
necessity as much as desire,” and “Too much in my life would be disrupted if I decided I 
wanted to leave my organisation now.”  The internal consistency coefficients for affective 
and continuance commitments were 0.79 and 0.77, respectively. Career commitment was 
measured by the scale developed by Blau (1985). Sample items are: “I like the social work 
profession too much to give it up,” and “I am disappointed with being a social worker” 
(reverse scored).  The internal consistency coefficient was 0.85, similar to the 0.87 reliability 
reported by Cohen (1999). 
Data Analysis 
 The research models in Figures 1a and 1b were examined with LISREL. As suggested 
in the literature (see Bollen & Long, 1993; Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993; Kline, 1998), model fit 
was assessed with several indices. The accepted thresholds for these indices are χ2/df ratio 
should be less than 3; the values of GFI, RFI, NFI, and CFI should be greater than .90; and 
RMSEA is recommended to be up to .05, and acceptable up to .08 (Gefen et al., 2000; Hair et 
al., 1992).  
 
RESULTS 
 Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics, reliabilities and the inter-correlations among 
the research variables. The findings show good reliability coefficients for all the research 
measures with each one of the measures exceeding the .70 threshold (Hair, et al., 1992). The 
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correlations among the work commitment constructs reveal that PWE has a weak, yet 
significant, correlation with continuance commitment (r=.21, p<.01) and with career 
commitment (r=.14, p<.05). Career commitment was significantly correlated to affective 
commitment (r=.37, p<.001) and to job involvement (r=.43, p<.001). The correlations among 
the work commitment constructs and withdrawal intentions reveal that continuance 
commitment was found to be significantly associated only with withdrawal intentions from 
the occupation (r=.18, p<.05). Affective commitment, however, had the highest significant 
correlation with withdrawal intentions from the organisation (r=-.49, p<.001), while career 
commitment had the highest significant correlation with withdrawal intention from the 
occupation (r=-.73, p<.001). Job involvement had similar significant correlations with both 
withdrawal intentions from the organisation and occupation (r=-29, p<.001; r=-32, p<.001, 
respectively). 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Insert Table 1 about here  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 Using LISREL 8.5, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was run to determine 
whether the two types of withdrawal intentions (from the organisation and occupation) were 
distinct. The analysis used the six items representing these scales, as described earlier. The 
results support the discriminant validity of these constructs based on the significant 
improvement in chi-square between the CFA with one construct χ2=205.45, df=9; 
χ2/df=22.83, and RMR=0.053 versus with two constructs χ2=126.71, df=8; χ2/df=15.84, and 
RMR=0.035 (Gerbing & Anderson, 1988; Segars, 1997). The latter RMR, being below .05, 
indicates that overall there is little reason to be concerned about uni-dimensionality (i.e. 
shared residual variance). A CFA was performed to verify that the somewhat high 
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correlations among some of the commitment forms (career commitment, job involvement, 
affective commitment and continuance commitment) that the constructs are distinguished. 
The results indicate that the four commitment forms are distinct constructs. The fit indices 
were as follows: χ2=663.65, df=395; χ2/df=1.68; RMSEA=0.065; and NNFI=0.86. 
 
Path Analysis and Model Assessment 
 Table 2 presents the fit indices for the four models tested. Two are the original models 
created by Morrow (1993) and Randall and Cote (1991) with the two types of withdrawal 
intentions, and the others are the revised models we suggested to improve their fit with the 
data, based on relevant theoretical arguments as well as on the modification indices. 
Surprisingly, neither of the original models fit the data well. In fact, both models fit the data 
poorly. A comparison between these models reveals, however, that Randall and Cote’s model 
fits the data better than Morrow’s. The χ2/df, were 6.61 and 19.59 and the RMSEA were .16 
and .29, respectively, and the RFI, NFI, GFI, and CFI indices all show better fit statistics in 
Randall and Cote’s model.  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Insert Table 2 about here  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 Based on the fit indices, neither models fit the data very well. Nonetheless, the path 
coefficients provide some interesting findings. In Morrow’s model, only continuance 
commitment was not a significant predictor of affective commitment and job involvement. 
The model also showed a negative correlation between PWE and career commitment. In 
Randall and Cote’s model, the picture is more problematic. No significant correlation was 
found between PWE and job involvement, or between job involvement and continuance 
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commitment. These results also bring into question the pivotal role of job involvement, which 
Randall and Cote have suggested, at least in this population. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Insert Table 3 about here  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 The findings suggest that a revision of both models might be necessary, based on the 
theoretical arguments each model represents, in order to improve their fit with the data. In 
Morrow’s revised model, the paths from continuance commitment to both affective 
commitment and job involvement were omitted. Instead, paths were added from career 
commitment to job involvement, and from affective commitment and career commitment to 
both types of withdrawal intentions. The revision yields a significant improvement. The fit 
indices show that the revised model fit the data well. These results are demonstrated in the 
change in χ2/df (19.59 to 1.44); RFI, NFI, GFI, and CFI (0.08, .052, 0.84, and 0.52 to 0.93, 
0.97, 0.98, and 0.99, respectively); and in the RMSEA (improved from 0.29 to 0.04). 
Furthermore, the analysis results, shown in Table 3, reveal that all the paths are significant.  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Insert Figure 2a about here  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 In the revised Randall and Cote model, the paths were dropped from PWE to job 
involvement, from job involvement to continuance commitment, and from continuance 
commitment to both types of withdrawal intentions. Instead, paths were added from PWE to 
career commitment, from career commitment to continuance commitment, and from career 
commitment to both types of withdrawal intentions. The revised model shows significant 
improvement. The fit indices in Table 2 and the path coefficients in Table 3 show that the 
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revised model fits the data well. These results are demonstrated in the change in χ2/df (from 
6.61 to 1.43); RFI, NFI, GFI, and CFI (0.69, .082, 0.91, and 0.84 to 0.93, 0.96, 0.98, and 
0.99, respectively); and in the RMSEA (from 0.16 to 0.04). The paths are all significant.  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Insert Figure 2b about here  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 Both revised models fit the data well. The next section will discuss which of the two 
has a better theoretical justification.  
 
DISCUSSION 
 The goal of this study was to explore the interrelationships between the proposed 
universal constructs of work commitment and employee withdrawal intentions. Two 
theoretically established, yet to be empirically examined, work commitment models, and their 
relations to employee withdrawal intentions from the organisation and occupation were tested 
with “professional” employees (for the differences between “professional” and “non-
professional” employees, see Lee, Carswell, & Allen, 2000), specifically social workers in 
the Israeli healthcare system. The empirical results of this study cast doubt on the 
applicability of both models in their original form, at least in the context of our sample, 
meaning that the models might not apply across scenarios. Combined with our proposed 
modifications to these models and the analysis of how each aspect of work commitment 
affect intentions to withdraw from both the organisation and occupation, these results are the 
primary contribution of our study. A detailed discussion on this follows.  
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 Protestant work ethic (PWE) had no significant effect on job involvement, and only a 
weak correlation with career commitment and continuance commitment. The insignificant 
relationship between PWE and job involvement is perhaps one of concern, because previous 
studies have provided theoretical justification as well as empirical confirmation for why these 
constructs should be related. The theoretical justification is that employees who have 
internalised work ethic values should develop high involvement in their job, regardless of the 
situational context within which they might be (Ruynon, 1973), possibly through 
introjections of a strong work ethic that results in a resistance toward situational conditions 
(Lodahl 1964). Indeed, the latter process seems to be supported by a recent meta-analysis that 
covered 13 studies (N=3,384) and found a medium relationship between PWE and job 
involvement (mean observed correlation was .33) (Brown 1996). More recent studies (e.g., 
Cohen, 1999; Carmeli and Freund, 2004) not included in Brown’s study that used the scale 
employed here, reported lower, yet similar correlations [.272 and .279, respectively]. All 
these studies were conducted among “professional” employees - nurses (Cohen, 1999), 
lawyers (Carmeli & Freund, 2004) and registered social workers in the current one. 
Therefore, there is no obvious unrelated reason to believe that the non-relationship is due to 
particular characteristics in the present work setting (see also Cohen, 2000). A possible 
explanation for this may be derived from Blau and Ryan (1997) who suggested that “work 
ethic has received the least construct validity attention of the four types of work 
commitment” (suggested by Morrow). The scale developed by Blau and Ryan (1997) is 
composed of four dimensions relating to different aspects of work commitment and work 
behaviour and outcomes.  Thus, it may be useful to explore how the four aspects, suggested 
by Blau and Ryan (1997), are related to job involvement. Clearly, additional research is 
needed to clarify the exact role of PWE.  
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 The findings regarding continuance commitment are also of concern. Morrow (1993) 
suggested that employees develop such a commitment mainly because of their strong 
commitment to a career. However, the relationship between career commitment and 
continuance commitment was negative and indicates an inconsistency between the theoretical 
and empirical levels. This result is in some agreement with a recent meta-analysis in which 
Lee, Carswell, and Allen (2000) reported a weak negative correlation between these 
constructs. Possibly, there is a need to rethink whether continuance commitment should be 
considered one of the five universal constructs of work commitment, especially as its 
insignificant relationship with work outcomes was revealed.  
 The pivotal role of job involvement, suggested by Randall and Cote (1991), was not 
supported by the data. Bridging the gap between Morrow’s (1993) model and that of Randall 
and Cote (1991), especially regarding the concept of job involvement, may be more complex 
than its general treatment has suggested. Brown (1996) suggested the conceptualisation of 
personal (Randall and Cote’s approach) and situational (Morrow’s approach) contexts as 
antecedent influences on job involvement. Our results tend to support this conclusion. 
Examining this in a longitudinal design may be needed.  
  The relationships found in the data between commitment models and withdrawal 
intentions are encouraging. Consistent with previous studies, the results show that the highest 
correlations were between domains, namely between career commitment and withdrawal 
intentions from the occupation, and inversely from affective commitment to withdrawal 
intentions from the organisation. This is consistent with Lee, Carswell and Allen (2000) who 
also reported that occupational commitment was strongly correlated with occupational 
turnover intention (-.621), as compared to the findings here (-.73). They also reported a 
significant correlation between occupational commitment and organisational turnover 
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intention (-.303), as compared with the findings here (-.47). In addition, a medium significant 
correlation was found between career commitment and affective organisational commitment. 
This provides additional justification “for employees to feel committed to both or neither of 
these ‘potentially’ incompatible’ domains” (Meyer & Allen, 1997, p. 99). 
Additional research is now needed to validate the relationship between a constellation 
of work commitment constructs and work outcomes, and to establish a validated commitment 
model. Although recent studies (Cohen, 1999, 2000; Hackett, Lapierre & Hausdorf, 2001) 
support Randall and Cote’s model, this study showed that more should be done to clarify the 
interrelationships among work commitment constructs. As Meyer and Allen (1997) pointed 
out “the consensus concerning the multidimensional nature of commitment is not 
accompanied by agreement with regard to the different forms commitment can take. Some 
confusion is created by the existence of different frameworks and the use of different terms to 
mean the same thing and terms to mean different things” (p. 111). Accordingly, it would be 
useful to rethink a modest revision in the current map of universal constructs of work 
commitment. For example, whereas external organisational commitment (an employee’s 
commitment to constituents outside the organisation, such as customers) may have great 
potential for being included in such a map (see McElroy, Morrow, & Laczniak, 2001; Siders, 
George, & Dharwadkar, 2001), continuance commitment has received but little support to 
justify being considered universal.  
Further research should explore the relationships between commitment models and 
work behaviour and work outcomes. Unfortunately, little has been done so far in this 
direction regarding how different constellations of work commitment constructs may 
influence work behaviour and outcomes. Increased research effort is needed to examine the 
relations between work commitment models and work behaviour and outcomes since such 
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studies may determine which constructs should be considered universal. It may be needed to 
explore the relation-chain of work commitment constructs and their relation to work 
behaviour and outcome.  Examining this across occupations is strongly recommended given 
the need to concentrate on universal forms that are applicable to as many employees as 
possible.  
Although validated and usable measures were employed to reduce the possibility of 
bias in general method variance, and although data was collected from a large number of 
organisational units to allow for better external validity and increased generality of the results 
(Cook and Campbell, 1979), the reader is cautioned to recognize the limitations of this study. 
This study is based on self-reported data and thus may carry a bias of general method 
variance. According to Crampton and Wagner, “some areas of micro organisational research 
appear more susceptible to percept-percept inflation than others” (1994, p. 73). They classify 
the areas of micro organisational research into three groups: (a) areas which appear to be 
relatively free of effect-size inflation, (b) areas where percept-percept inflation is neither 
dominant or absent, and (c) areas which appear to be especially susceptible to inflationary 
effects. In terms of the research variables employed here, job involvement belongs to the first 
group, while the other four commitment forms belong to the second group. In an additional 
effort to estimate the potential for common method errors, we used Harman's one-factor test 
(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, J-Y, & Podsakoff, 2003; Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). The 
results from a factor analysis of all items suggest that a one-dominant factor did not emerge, 
because it accounts for only a very small part of the variance. This indicates that this study 
may not be infected with a severe common method bias. In addition, our sample consisted of 
a relatively large number of part-time social workers. As this is not the case in other 
countries, such as the United States, one should be careful before generalizing about the 
results. 
 28
Conclusion 
This study examined the interrelationships between the two models of work 
commitment, and intentions to withdraw from both the organisation and the occupation. It 
contributes to an emerging stream of research, which attempts to explore how work 
commitment forms affect one another and how together they serve to influence work 
behaviour and outcomes. The results cast doubt on the applicability of both models in their 
original form, across scenarios. At the same time, with some modifications, both models 
show good potential for explaining variance in employee withdrawal intentions from both the 
organisation and the occupation. This suggests that further examination and elaboration are 
needed to more fully comprehend the work commitment models that best explain variation in 
employee work behaviour and outcomes.  
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics, reliabilities and correlations among the research variables (reliabilities in parentheses) 
 Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. Protestant Work Ethic 3.66 .66 (.78)       
2. Job involvement 4.07 .99 .12 (.85)      
3. Career commitment 3.83 .71 .14* .43*** (.85)     
4. Affective organisational 
commitment 
3.69 1.03 .02 .37*** .29*** (.79)    
5. Continuance 
organisational 
commitment 
3.65 1.17 .21** -.04 -.26*** -.01 (.77)   
6. Turnover intentions from 
an organisation 
1.93 .90 -.01 -.29*** -.47*** -.49*** .11 (.90)  
7. Turnover intentions from 
an occupation 
1.85 .86 .07 -.33*** -.73*** -.32*** .18* .61*** (.93) 
*P<0.05; **P<0.01; ***P<0.001 
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 Table 2. Overall fit indices for the work commitment and withdrawal intentions’ models 
Model df χ2 χ2/df RFI NFI GFI CFI RMSEA 
Morrow’s model with withdrawal 
intentions 
11 215.53 19.59a 0.08 0.52 0.84 0.52 0.29 
Morrow’s revised model with withdrawal 
intentions 
10 14.43 1.44b 0.93 0.97 0.98 0.99 0.04 
Randall and Cote’s model with 
withdrawal intentions 
12 79.35 6.61c 0.69 0.82 0.91 0.84 0.16 
Randall and Cote’s revised model with 
withdrawal intentions 
11 15.76 1.43d 0.93 0.96 0.98 0.99 0.04 
ap=0.001; bp=0.15; cp=0.001; dp=0.15 
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 Table 3. Structural coefficients for the research models 
 Morrow’s model Morrow’s 
revised model 
Randall and 
Cote’s Model 
Randall and 
Cote’s revised 
Model 
Path coefficients for the suggested models     
Protestant work ethic → Job involvement   NS1  
Protestant work ethic → Career commitment -.03*    
Protestant work ethic → Continuance organisational commitment .02*    
Career commitment → Continuance organisational commitment -.17**    
Career commitment → Affective organisational commitment .29**    
Career commitment → Turnover intentions from an occupation   -.56**  
Continuance organisational commitment → Affective organisational commitment NS1    
Continuance organisational commitment → Job involvement NS1    
Continuance organisational commitment → Turnover intentions from an organisation   .18**  
Affective organisational commitment → Job involvement .55*    
Affective organisational commitment → Turnover intentions from an organisation   -.60**  
Job involvement → Affective organisational commitment   .46**  
Job involvement → Continuance organisational commitment   NS1  
Job involvement → Career commitment   .70**  
Job involvement → Turnover intentions from an organisation -.40**    
Job involvement → Turnover intentions from an occupation -.49**    
Turnover intentions from an organisation ↔ Turnover intentions from an occupation .71**  .39**  
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Table 3. Structural coefficients for the research models (Continue) 
 Morrow’s model Morrow’s 
revised model 
Randall and 
Cote’s Model 
Randall and 
Cote’s revised 
Model 
Path coefficients for the revised models     
Protestant work ethic → Continuance organisational commitment  .02*   
Protestant work ethic → Career commitment  -.02*  -.04* 
Affective organisational commitment → Job involvement  .34**   
Affective organisational commitment → Turnover intentions from an organisation  -.53**  -.53** 
Affective organisational commitment → Turnover intentions from an occupation  -.15*  -.15* 
Career commitment → Continuance organisational commitment  -.16**  -.18** 
Career commitment → Job involvement  .25**   
Career commitment → Affective organisational commitment  .22**  .11* 
Career commitment → Turnover intentions from an organisation  -.26**  -.26** 
Career commitment → Turnover intentions from an occupation  -.63**  -.63** 
Job involvement → Affective organisational commitment    .35** 
Job involvement → Career commitment    .71** 
Turnover intentions from an organisation ↔ Turnover intentions from an occupation  .31**  .31** 
*P<.05; **P<.01; 1NS=Not Significant 
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Figure 1a: Morrow’s Commitment Model and Withdrawal Intentions 
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               Figure 1b: Randall and Cote’s Commitment Model and Withdrawal Intentions 
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Figure 2b: A Revision of the Randall and Cote’s Commitment Model and Withdrawal Intentions 
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Appendix A1: Morrow’s Commitment Model 
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              Appendix A2: Randall and Cote’s Commitment Model  
